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The review is requested for the reasons set forth in the Remarks beginning on page 
2 of this paper. 



A total of 5 pages are provided. 



It is not believed that extensions of time are required beyond those that may 
otherwise be provided for in documents accompanying this paper. However, if additional 
extensions of time are necessary to prevent abandonment of this application, then such 
extensions of time are hereby petitioned for under 37C.F.R. § 1.136(a), and are hereby 
authorized to be charged to our Deposit Account No. 033975 (Ref. No. 067220-0313074). 
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Remarks 



Clainns 27-38, 40-51, 54-65, and 67-78 are pending in this application. Claims 27-38, 
40-49, 54-65, and 67-76 stand rejected [Final Action, pg. 2, 112], and claims 50-51 and 77-78 
are indicated as being allowable if rewritten in independent fornn including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims [Final Action, pg. 12, H's 4-5]. 
Review is requested for the improper rejection of pending claims 27-38, 40-49, 54-65, and 
67-76 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). In view of the following remarks, withdrawal of the 
rejection is earnestly sought. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claims 27-38, 40-49, 54-65, and 67-76 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
allegedly being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,226,360 to Goldberg et al. (hereinafter 
"Goldberg"). The rejection of claims 27-:38, 40-49, 54-65, and 67-76 under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(e) is legally improper for at least the reason that Goldberg neither explicitly nor 
impliedly discloses each of the features of at least independent claims 27 and 54. 

For example, independent claims 27 recites, inter alia, the features of: 



service subscription means for enabling at least one 
subscriber to subscribe to at least one service that can output 
personalized information, and for enabling the at least one 
user to specify preferences for the content and presentation 
of service output information, as well as delivery parameters 
for receiving service output information, the delivery 
parameters including at least one device to which service 
output information is to be delivered, and delivery 
instructions based on a detected recipient; 

service processing means for processing the least one service 
to generate service output information personalized for the 
at least one subscriber. 



[Emphasis added]. 
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Independent claim 54 similarly recites, inter alia, the features of: 

enabling at least one subscriber to subscribe to at least one 
service that can output personalized information, and to 
specify preferences for the content and presentation of 
service output information, as well as delivery parameters 
for receiving service output information, the delivery 
parameters including at least one device to which service 
output information is to be delivered, and delivery 
instructions based on a detected recipient; 

processing the at least one service to generate service output 
information personalized for the at least one subscriber, 

[Emphasis added]. 

Goldberg discloses neither the foregoing features associated with subscription, nor 
processing at least one service to generate service output information personalized for the 
at least one subscriber. 

A. GOLDBERG FAILS TO DISCLOSE THE CLAIMED SUBSCRIPTION FEATURES 

Independent claims 27 and 54 each recite the features of enabling a subscriber to 
subscribe to at least one service that can output personalized information. The 
subscription process comprises enabling the subscriber to specify preferences for the 
content and presentation of service output information, as well as delivery parameters 
(including at least one device and delivery instructions). 

Goldberg is silent with regard to any type of "subscription" process whatsoever. 
Additionally, nowhere does Goldberg appear to disclose at least the feature of enabling a 
subscriber to specify preferences for the content and presentation of service output 
information. Rather, Goldberg appears to be concerned with optimizing the delivery of pre- 
recorded messages to intended recipients [Goldberg, e.g., col. 4, lines 50-65]. Applicants 
can find no disclosure in Goldberg of enabling a subscriber to specify preferences for the 
content and presentation of these pre-recorded messages. Moreover, the passage of 
Goldberg [col. 5, lines 1-22] relied upon by the Examiner [Final Action, pg. 2, 1)2] as 
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allegedly disclosing this feature appears to disclose that the "externally obtained or 
validated data," that can be entered into the decision model of Goldberg by a user, is data 
related to particular intended recipients, and not preferences for the content and 
presentation of the pre-recorded messages. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, the rejection of independent claims 27 and 54 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) is improper and should be withdrawn. 

B. GOLDBERG FAILS TO DISCLOSE PROCESSING A SERVICE TO GENERATE 

SERVICE OUTPUT INFORMATION PERSONALIZED FOR THE AT LEAST ONE 
SUBSCRIBER 

As noted above, Goldberg appears to be concerned with optimizing the delivery of 
pre-recorded messages to intended recipients. Nowhere does Goldberg appear to disclose 
generating service output Information that is personalized for a subscriber. The passages of 
Goldberg [col. 5, lines 18-45 and col. 6, lines 1-20] relied upon by the Examiner [Final 
Action, pg. 2, 112] as allegedly disclosing this feature do not disclose generating personalized 
service output information for a subscriber. 

For at least this reason, the rejection of independent claims 27 and 54 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) is improper and should be withdrawn. 

For at least each of the foregoing reasons, it is clear that Goldberg neither explicitly 
nor impliedly discloses each of the features of at least independent claims 27 and 54. The 
Examiner has failed to provide any evidence to the contrary. Accordingly, the rejection of 
independent claims 27 and 54 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) is legally improper and should be 

withdrawn. Dependent claims 50-51 and 77-78 are indicated as being allowable by the 
Examiner, and the remaining dependent claims 28-38, 40-49, 55-65, and 67-76 are 
allowable because they each ultimately depend from an allowable independent claim, as 
well as for the further features they recite. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing remarl<s, withdrawal of the rejection of claims 27-38, 40-49, 
54-65, and 67-76 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) is earnestly sought. If the Examiner believes, for 
any reason, that personal communication will expedite prosecution of this application, the 
Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at the number provided. 



Date: September 4. 2008 



Respectfully submitted. 
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